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Art Unit: 2879 

1. Claims 10, 11, 13-15 and 21-31 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "a conductive power" renders the claim vague since 
it remains unclear as to what the term "conductive power" means. 
Claim 23, the term "glass-type" renders the clam indefinite 

V 

since the scope of the claim can not be ascertained. It remains 
unclear as to whether the filter includes a glass in it or 
whether' the filter is similar to or equivalent to the glass. See 
M.P.E.P. 2173.05 (b) . 

Claims 11, 13-15, 21, 22, 24 and 26-31 are necessarily 
rejected since they depend upon rejected claims 10 and 25. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 01/10/2007 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action : 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between' the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
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art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes 
that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the 
time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the 
contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to 
point out the inventor and .invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



4. Claims 10, 11, 13-15 and 21-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kawamura et al (USPN Re37183). 

As to claims 10 and 25, Kawamura et al disclose applicant's 
claimed front filter (Figure 3), the front filter including: An 
optical filter film (2); and an adhesive layer (a shaded, layer) 
for adhering the at least two optical filter films to each other,- 
the adhesive layer including a conductive powder to shield 
electromagnetic waves, the conductive power decentralized. in the 
adhesive layer. 

As to claims 10 and 25, the limitation v 'within a 
predetermined concentration range by volume ratio relative to an 
amount of adhesive agent in the adhesive layer, said predetermined 
concentration range set to allow the plasma display panel to 
achieve a desired transmission rate" is narrative in form and does 
not constitute or contribute toward, positive structure of the 
claimed device and therefore not given any patentable weight. 
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Kawamura et al differ from applicant's claimed filter in that 
Kawamura et al disclose one optical filter film as opposed to 
applicant's claimed two optical films and the adhesive layer 
adhering the two optical films to each other. 

However providing an additional optical filter film within 
the filter would have been obviously a matter of alternative 
design choice since providing the claimed two optical layers do 
not solve any particular problem that is not solved by single 
optical filter of the prior art filter. Further providing the two 
optical filters films is also in the art. 

In light of this, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide Kawamura et al's optical 
filter including additional optical filter film as a matter of 
alternative design choice. 

Regarding claims 11, 24 and 28, applicant is claiming the 
front filter including a predetermined concentration range of the 
conductive powder being 1-40% of the adhesive by a volume ratio. 
Kawamura et al do not disclose such concentration range. However, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
select conductive powder in a desired concentration range, since 
it has been held that where general conditions of the claim are 
discovered in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable 
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range of the concentration of the conductive powder involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

As to claims 13 and 27, Kawamura et al disclose the optical 
filter being an antiref lection coating (6). 

As to claims 14 and 27, Kawamura et al do not disclose the 
conductive powder formed of any one- element from applicant's 
claimed different elements. However, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to select any known and 
functionally equivalent conductive powder within the optical . 
filter. In light of this, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to provide the Kawamura et al's optical 
filter including any known suitable conductive powder for 
neutralizing static electrical charges and/or for shielding the 
electromagnetic-wave within the filter. 

As to claims 15 and 30, Kawamura et al do not disclose the 
conductive powder having size as claimed by applicant. However, it- 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
select conductive powder having desired particle size, since it 
has been held thai where general conditions of the claim are 
discovered in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable 
range of the particle size involves only routine skill in the art. 
In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 
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As to. claims 21 and 31, the limitation "wherein the 
predetermined concentration range of the conductive powder is set 
to allow the plasma display panel to transmit visible rays in the 
range above 380 nm" is narrative in form and does not constitute, 
or contribute toward, the positive structure of the claimed 
device. Therefore, the limitation "wherein the predetermined 
concentration range of the conductive powder is set to allow the 
plasma display panel to transmit visible rays in the range above 
380 nm" is not given any patentable weight. 

As to claim 22, Kawamura et al disclose the filter being a 
thin film. 

As to claim 23, Kawamura et al discloses the filter that is 
glass type (since it includes glass, Si02). 

5. The Examiner responds to applicant's arguments as follows. 

Applicant argues, at page 7, that Kawamura et al do not 
disclose that it was known to incorporate conducive power into the 
front filter of a plasma display panel to serve as an 
electromagnetic interference shield . 

It is to be noted that the none of the claims recite the 
front filter of a plasma display panel. The amended version claims 
now recite the front filter for a plasma display panel. The use 
limitation (i.e. for a plasma display panel) is not given any 
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patentable weight. The filter is considered by itself, and not a 
part of the plasma display panel. 

Next, since the conductive particles are dispersed within the 
adhesive layer, the resultant filter product would serve as an 
electromagnetic interference shield, besides antistatic function. 
It is the property of the conductive particles to act as 
antistatic function and also EMI shield. 

Applicant argues, at page8, that Kawamura et al do not 
disclose the conductive metal is decentralized or otherwise mixed 
with an adhesive agent. 

The conductive powder is mixed with adhesive agent. 
Therefore, the conductive particles within Kawamura et al's filter 
are considered decentralized. 

Applicant argues, at page 8, that the Examiner has taken a 
position' that all of the features of certain dependent claims are 
merely a matter of design choice. 

The Examiner took the position of: a matter of obvious design 
choice only with respect to claim 10. The Examiner believes that 
his position is legitimate since applicant has not shown any 
critical results for providing two optical layers as opposed to a 
single optical filter film. Showing unexpected results for having 
two optical layers as opposed to the single optical filter film 
would overcome the rejection. Absent the unexpected results for 
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having two optical layers as opposed to the single optical filter 
film, the Examiner's position is believed appropriate. 

Applicant argues, at page 9, that there is no teaching or 
suggestion that would have led one of ordinary skill in. the art to 
modify the Kawamura et al's filter to include the features recited 
in the dependent claims. Applicant has not shown any unexpected 
results for having the two optical layers as opposed to the single 
optical filter film. 

As mentioned above, the present claims are directed to a 
front filter, not a PDP front filter. Therefore any arguments 
relating to the PDP is moot. Arguments must be related to the 
claimed limitations . 

Applicant argues, at page 9, that none of the references 
individually or collectively teaches or suggests that the 
predetermined concentration range of the conductive powder in 
claim 11 The Examiner acknowledges that none of the references 
individually or taken alone teach or suggest that the 
predetermined concentration range of the conductive powder. 
However, the Examiner cited obviousness reasoning for the claimed 
range and further cited a case law to support the reasoning. 
Applicant has not challenged the Examiner's reasoning. Applicant 
has not shown any unobviousness for claiming the range of 
concentration . 
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Applicant argues, at page 9, that none of the references 
taken individually or collectively teaches or suggests that the 
conductive power is formed of any element recited in claim 14. 

The Examiner acknowledged that Kawamura et'.al does not 
disclose the conductive powder formed of any element recited in 
claim 14. The Examiner therefore cited appropriate reasoning to 
support the position. Applicant did not challenge the Examiner's 
position of why it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to select any known and functionally equivalent conductive 
powder within the filter. 

Applicant argues, at page 10, that none of the references- 
taken individually or collectively teaches or suggests the claimed 
range as recited in claim 15. 

The Examiner acknowledged that Kawamura et al does not 

disclose the conductive powder having particle size range as 

recited in claim 15. The Examiner therefore cited appropriate 

reasoning to support the position. Applicant did not challenge the 

Examiner's position of why it would be obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art to discover the optimum or workable range through 

> 

routine skill in the art. 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final' action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

i 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner . should be directed to Ashok Patel 
whose telephone number is 571-272-24 56. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Nimesh Patel can be 
reached on 571-272-2457. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either' Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
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Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 



Ashok Patel 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2879 



